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DETAILED ACTION 

» 

Response to Amendment 

1 . This Office Action is in response to the amendment filed July 25 th , 2006. The 
amendment filed December 18 th , 2006, has not been entered: see the separate 
advisory action regarding this amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-4, 17-19, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Honda (US 2002/0191517; cited in previous action) in view of Satoh 
et al. (US 5,119,363; cited in previous action). 

Regarding claim 1: 

Honda discloses an optical disk (Fig. 1) comprising: 

a label region on the optical disk comprising a writeable material (paragraph 30). 
Honda does not disclose: 

"a plurality of substantially identical disk speed features, located to be readable 
when writing the label region, to convey disk speed data without use of any other 
features on the optical disk." 

Satoh discloses: 
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a plurality of substantially identical disk speed features (Fig. 8: 20), located to be 
readable when writing to the disk, to convey disk speed data without use of any other 
features on the optical disk (column 6, line 55 to column 7, line 5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to include in the disk of Honda a plurality of substantially identical disk speed 
features, located to be readable when writing the label region, to convey disk speed 
data without use of any other features on the optical disk, as taught by Satoh. 

The motivation would have been to readily synchronize writing to the disk (Satoh: 
column 1, lines 15-30). 

Regarding claim 2: 

In Honda in view of Satoh, the label region is on a label side of the optical disk 
(apparent in Honda Fig. 1). 
Regarding claim 3: 

In Honda in view of Satoh, the disk speed features are configured to deflect 
incoming light (Satoh column 5, lines 15-25: this describes an earlier embodiment but is 
equally applicable to the embodiment of Fig. 8). 

Regarding claim 4: 

In Honda in view of Satoh the optical disk includes a data side and a label side 
(Honda paragraph 30). 

Regarding claim 17: 



♦ 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/661 ,753 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2627 

In Honda in view of Satoh the disk speed features are molded (Satoh: column 6, 
lines 25-35) in a mirror region of the optical disk (the detection method used by Satoh, 
column 5, lines 15-25, requires a mirror region). 

Regarding claim 18: 

In Honda in view of Satoh the disk speed features comprise a molded saw tooth 
to deflect light from a sensor (the plurality of grooves of Satoh, column 6, lines 25-35, 
comprises a "saw tooth"). 

Regarding claim 19: 

In Honda in view of Satoh, the disk speed features comprise interspersed areas 
with and without molded pits (Satoh, column 6, lines 25-40; Fig. 9B). 
Regarding claim 32: 

In Honda in view of Satoh each of the disk speed features is substantially equally 
spaced from two adjacent others of the disk speed features in an annular ring located at 
a particular radial position on the disk (apparent from Fig. 8). 
4. Claims 5, 7, 8, 10, 12-16, and 20-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Honda in view of Satoh. 

Regarding claim 5: 

Honda in view of Satoh discloses an optical disk as described in the rejection of 
claim 1. 

Honda in view of Satoh does not disclose "disk angular orientation features 
different from the disk speed features, located to be readable when writing to the label 
side, to convey disk angular orientation data." 
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Satoh discloses disk angular orientation features different from the disk speed 
features (Fig. 8: M1 to M8), located to be readable when writing, to convey disk angular 
orientation data (column 7, lines 5-25: Satoh refers to these as sector index mark, but 
each sector comprises an angular portion of the disk, as shown in Fig. 8). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include in Honda 
in view of Satoh disk angular orientation features different from the disk speed features, 
located to be readable when writing to the label side, to convey disk angular orientation 
data, as further taught by Satoh. 

The motivation would have been to reliably and stably detect sector (i.e., angular) 
starting points, as disclosed by Satoh (column 1 1 , lines 15-30). 

Regarding claim 7: 

« 

In Honda in view of Satoh, the disk angular orientation features are defined in a 
mirror region of the label side of the optical disk (Satoh: column 6, lines 35-55; column 
5, lines 15-25). 

Regarding claim 8: 

In Honda in view of Satoh, the disk angular orientation features are molded 
Satoh: column 6, lines 35-55; column 5, lines 15-25). 
Regarding claim 10: 

In Honda in view of Satoh, the disk speed features are molded (Satoh: column 6, 
lines 25-35). 

Regarding claim 12: 
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In Honda in view of Satoh, the disk angular orientation features comprise a 
surface, distinct from the writable material, having markings to indicate disk angular 
orientation (inherent: Satoh's detection method, shown in, for example, column 5, lines 
15^25, requires a distinct surface from the label surface of Honda). 

Regarding claim 13: 

In Honda in view of Satoh, the marking comprise a molded saw tooth to deflect 
light from a sensor (Satoh column 6, lines 25-40, and Fig. 9: the groove pattern 
comprises a "saw tooth."). 

Regarding claims 14 and 15: 

All elements positively recited have already been discussed with regards to 
earlier rejections. 

Regarding claim 16: 

In Honda in view of Satoh the disk speed features and the disk angular 
orientation features are combined into an annular ring of features to convey the disk 
speed data and the angular orientation data (apparent from Satoh Fig. 8). 

Regarding claims 20-24: 

* 

These are a method of making claims corresponding to the optical disk of earlier 
claims, and are rejected for the same reasons as those claims. All elements positively 
recited have already been discussed with regards to earlier rejections (note that molded 
features constitute "optically readable indicia."). 

Regarding claim 25: . 
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* 

In Honda in view of Satoh at least some of the disk angular orientation features 
are of different sizes (column 6, lines 35-60; Fig. 5A and 5B). 

5. Claims 6 and 26-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Honda in view of Satoh. 
Regarding claim 6: 

Honda in view of Satoh discloses an optical disk as discussed in the rejection of 
claim 5. 

Honda in view of Satoh does not disclose "wherein the disk speed features 
define a first annular ring and the disk angular orientation features define a second, 
different annular ring, the rings configured for reading by an encoder." (Instead there is 
just one ring). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been an obvious matter of 
design choice to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have the features in two annular 
rings because the Applicant has not disclosed that having two rings provides an 
advantage, is used for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary 
skill in the art, furthermore, would have expected Applicant's invention to perform 
equally well with a singular annular ring (Applicant admits this in paragraph 28 of the 
specification). 

Therefore it would have been an obvious matter of design choice to modify 
Honda in view of Satoh to include wherein the disk speed features define a first annular 
ring and the disk angular orientation features define a second, different annular ring, the 
rings configured for reading by an encoder. 
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Regarding clam 26: 

In Honda in view of Satoh the first and second annular rings are disposed at 
different radial positions on the disk (if there are two, different, annular rings, as per 
claim 6, this is inherent). 

Regarding claim 27: 

Honda in view of Satoh discloses an optical disk as disclosed above in the 
rejection of claim 6. 

Honda in view of Satoh does not disclose "wherein the first and the second 
annular rings are radially adjacent on the disk." 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been an obvious matter of 
design choice to a person of ordinary skill in the art to have the annular rings be radially 
adjacent because the Applicant has not disclosed that adjacent rings provides an 
advantage, is used for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. One of ordinary 
skill in the art, furthermore, would have expected Applicant's invention to perform 
equally well with annular rings that are not adjacent (Applicant shows this in the 
embodiment of Fig. 2). 

Therefore it would have been an obvious matter of design choice to modify 
Honda in view of Satoh to include wherein the annular rings are radially adjacent on the 
disk. 

Regarding claim 28: 

As "contiguous" can mean "adjacent," this claim is rejected for the same reason 
as claim 27. 
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Regarding claims 29-31: 

These claims are similar to the earlier claims and are rejected for the same 
reasons. 

6. Claims 11 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Honda in view of Satoh as applied to claim 5 above, and further in view of Bugner et al. 
(US 6,109,324; cited in previous action). 

Honda in view of Satoh discloses an optical disk as discussed above. 

Honda in view of Satoh does not disclose wherein at least one of the disk speed 
features or the disk angular orientation features are printed. 

Bugner discloses wherein a disk angular orientation feature is printed (column 2, 
line 55 to column 3, line 10). Bugner discloses this allows a secondary image to be 
printed in alignment with a primary image. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include in Honda 
in view of Satoh wherein at least one of the disk speed features or the disk angular 
orientation features are printed. 

The motivation would have been to print a secondary image in alignment with a 
primary image, as disclosed by Bugner. 

Regarding claim 9: 

In Honda in view of Satoh, and further in view of Bugner, the disk angular 
orientation features comprise markings within the label region. 
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Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments, filed July 25 th , 2007, with respect to claims 1-32 have 
been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

8. Applicant's arguments, filed December 18 th , 2006, with respect to claims 1-32 
have been considered but are moot because the amendment to which these arguments 
refer has not been entered. 

9. Applicant's request, filed December 1 8 th , 2006, for withdrawal of the finality of the 
Office Action of October 13 th , 2006 has been considered but is moot in view of this new, 
complete Office Action, which constitutes a final rejection of the claims filed July 25 th , 
2006. 

In more detail: 

Applicant has argued that the Examiner did not provide a basis for the rejection 
of claim 9 in the Office Action of October 13 th , 2006. The Examiner listed the claim as 
rejected, but did not specifically address it in the Action. Applicant then argues that 
because this Office Action did not provide this basis, it was not complete, and thus the 
finality of the Office Action must be withdrawn. 

However, note that Applicant did not argue that claim 9 was allowable. In fact, 
Applicant amended the claim (by amending the claim it depends from) in the 
amendment filed December 18 th , 2006. Applicant is thus presumably aware that the 
claim does not contain any elements that were not explicitly or implicitly discussed with 
regards to other claims in the Office Action of October 1 3 th , 2006. The reason for the 
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rejection of that claim should be apparent from the rejection of the similar claims in the 
Office Action. 

Still, to make the record completely clear, the Examiner has decided to reissue a 
complete, new, Final Office Action regarding the amendment filed July 25 th , 2006. The 
Applicant gains a new, three month, shortened statutory period for reply as a result: 
Applicant may then respond by re-submitting their amendment filed December 18 th , 
2006, or another, as they see fit. 

Conclusion 

10. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

«■■ 

examiner should be directed to Christopher R. Lamb whose telephone number is (572) 
272-5264. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM to 6:00 PM Monday to 
Friday. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Korzuch can be reached on (571) 272-7589. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

CRL 1/4/07 



WILLIAM KORZUCH 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2600 




